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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Receipt of Applicant's Amendment, filed 1 0/1 0/2008 is acknowledged. 

Claims 1-3, 12-14, and 16-17 have been amended and claims 18-22 are 
cancelled. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification sliall conclude witli one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

It is unclear from claims that what happens if the desired data has not been 
deleted from the command line. If the desired data was not deleted then the recovery of 
said data would not take place. 

Appropriate correction is required 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 1-8, and 12-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over USPG Pub, 2003/0149752, Baldwin et al. (Baldwin hereinafter) in 
view of USP, 5,778,387, Wilkerson et al. (Wilkerson hereinafter), further in view of USP 
6,615,224, Lewis B. Davis (Davis hereinafter). 

With respect to claim 1 , 

Baldwin teaches method in a data-processing system for recovering data 
(see Paragraph 0342, Baldwin), said data processing system having a central 
processing unit coupled to an operating system, memory coupled to said central 
processing unit, and a command line interface to said operating system in which a user 
responds to a visual prompt by typing in a command on a specified line and receives a 
response back from the system, (see Abstract, Baldwin) the method comprising: 

utilizing said command line interface to interact with said operating system (see 
Paragraph 0118, Baldwin); 

identifying desired data from said command line interface displayable within a 
display area of a data-processing system (see Abstract, Paragraphs 0075, 0100, 
Baldwin); 

Baldwin teaches the elements of claim 1 as noted above but does not explicitly 
teaches "automatically saving said desired data in said memory of said data- processing 
system, in response to identifying said desired data from said command line 
interface" "testing to determine if said desired data has been deleted from said 
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command line of said command line interface" and "if said desired data has been 
deleted from said command line of said command line interface, automatically 
recovering said desired data from said memory of said data-processing system for 
display within said command line interface." 

However, Wllkerson teaches automatically saving said desired data in said 
memory of said data-processing system, in response to identifying said desired data 
from said command line interface (see col. 12, lines 16-24, Figs. 3-8 Wllkerson); and 

automatically recovering said desired data from said memory of said data- 
processing system for display within said command line interface, (see col. 19, 
lines 50-56, Fig. 32, Claim 1, Wllkerson). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of the cited references because 
Wilkerson's teaching would have allowed Baldwin to provide an automated recovery 
system which provides consistency for recovery procedure and eliminate the risk of 
error and delay. 

Baldwin and Wllkerson teach the elements of claim 1 as noted above but do not 
explicitly disclose "testing to determine if said desired data has been deleted from said 
command line of said command line interface" and "if said desired data has been 
deleted from said command line of said command line interface." 

However, Davis discloses "testing to determine if said desired data has been 
deleted from said command line of said command line interface" and "if said desired 
data has been deleted from said command line of said command line interface" as 
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system calls inside the UNIX operating system kernel and create hidden versions of 
files and directories which are deleted from the command-line using the "rm" command 
(see Col 3, Lines 9-20). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of the cited references because Davis's 
teaching would have allowed Baldwin and Wilkerson to provide a method of file 
protection on UNIX platforms during file deletion processes, whereby no system 
performance is sacrificed and to enhance UNIX operating system performance, 
because final destruction of the oldest deleted files is done in large batches. 

Claim 12 has the same subject matter as of claim 1 and is essentially rejected for 
the same reasons as discussed above. 

With respect to claim 2, 

Baldwin does not explicitly teaches displaying an original file of said desired data 
within said command line interface, displaying an original file location of said desired 
data within said command line interface, indicating within said command line interface 
deletion of said desired data in response to said desired data being deleted using said 
command line interface, and displaying said data within said command line interface, in 
response to automatically recovering said data from said memory location of said data- 
processing system. 
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However, WILKERSON teaches displaying said data within said command line 
interface, in response to automatically recovering said data from said memory location 
of said data-processing system (see col. 12, lines 16-24, Figs. 3-8 Wilkerson). 

indicating within said command line interface deletion if said desired data in 
response to said desired data being deleted using said command line interface (see col. 
19, lines 50-56, Fig. 32, Claim 1, Wilkerson). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of the cited references because 
Wilkerson's teaching would have allowed Baldwin to provide an automated recovery 
system which provides consistency for recovery procedure and eliminate the risk of 
error and delay. 

WILKERSON teaches the elements of claim 2 as noted above but does not 

explicitly teaches "displaying an original file of said desired data within said command 
line interface, displaying an original file location of said desired data with said command 
line interface." 

However, Davis teaches displaying an original file of said desired data within said 
command line interface and displaying an original file location of said desired data with 
said command line interface as FIG. 6 illustrates a particular example of the directory 
block 450 with its records for various files and their inode pointers. The particular file 
430 is recorded in its directory block 450 at the location 604 in FIG. 6. The inode 
pointer 608 in the file record 604 is displayed in the first field 616 of the directory block 
(see Abstract and Col 6, lines 32-37, Davis). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of the cited references because Davis's 
teaching would have allowed Baldwin and Wilkerson to provide a method of file 
protection on UNIX platforms during file deletion processes, whereby no system 
performance is sacrificed and to enhance UNIX operating system performance, 
because final destruction of the oldest deleted files is done in large batches. 

With respect to claim 3, Baldwin and Wilkerson do not explicitly teach displaying 
with the same window of said command line interface said original file, said original file 
location, said indication of deletion of said desired data, and said recovered data. 

However, Davis discloses displaying with the same window of said command line 
interface said original file, said original file location, said indication of deletion of said 
desired data, and said recovered data as (see Figure 6 Davis). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of the cited references because Davis's 
teaching would have allowed Baldwin and Wilkerson to provide a method of file 
protection on UNIX platforms during file deletion processes, whereby no system 
performance is sacrificed and to enhance UNIX operating system performance, 
because final destruction of the oldest deleted files is done in large batches. 



With respect to claim 4, 
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WILKERSON does not explicitly teaches "wherein said operating system 
comprises a Linux based operating system." 

However, Davis discloses wherein said operating system comprises a Linux 
based operating system, as (see Col 5, Lines 66-67, Col 6, Lines 1-10 and Col 2, Lines 
1-10). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of the cited references because Davis's 
teaching would have allowed Baldwin and Wilkerson to provide a method of file 
protection on UNIX platforms during file deletion processes, whereby no system 
performance is sacrificed and to enhance UNIX operating system performance, 
because final destruction of the oldest deleted files is done in large batches. 

With respect to claim 5-6, 

Baldwin teaches wherein said operating system comprises a Unix based 
operating system, windows based operating system as (see Abstract Bladwin). 

With respect to claim 7, 

Baldwin does not explicitly teaches "the permitting a user to specify a plurality of 
rules for recycling said data; recycling said data, in response to user input." 

However, WILKERSON teaches the steps of: permitting a user to specify a 
plurality of rules for recycling said data; recycling said data, in response to user input 
(see col. 24, lines 30-40, Fig. 45 Wilkerson). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of the cited references because 
Wilkerson's teaching would have allowed Baldwin to provide an automated recovery 
system which provides consistency for recovery procedure and eliminate the risk of 
error and delay. 

With respect to claim 8, 

Baldwin does not explicitly teaches the limitations of claim 8, however, Wilkerson 
teaches the step of prompting said user to specify said plurality of rules for recycling 
said data through a display of a graphical user interface dialog (see col. 19, lines 10-25, 
Wilkerson). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of the cited references because 
Wilkerson's teaching would have allowed Baldwin to provide an automated recovery 
system which provides consistency for recovery procedure and eliminate the risk of 
error and delay. 

WILKERSON teaches the elements of claim 8 as noted above but does not 
explicitly teaches "specifying the minimum size of said data to be recycled and/or 
specifying special files/empty directories not to be recycled." 

However, Davis discloses specifying the minimum size of said data to be 
recycled and/or specifying special files/empty directories not to be recycled as (see Col 
4, Lines 18-23). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of the cited references because Davis's 
teaching would have allowed Wilkerson to provide a method of file protection on UNIX 
platforms during file deletion processes, whereby no system performance is sacrificed 
and to enhance UNIX operating system performance, because final destruction of the 
oldest deleted files Is done in large batches. 

Claims 13-17 have the same subject matter as of claims 2-8 and essentially 
rejected for the same reasons as discussed above. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed on 1010/2008 have been considered but are moot in 

view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

In these arguments applicant relies on the amended claims and not the original 

ones. 

Claims must be given the broadest reasonable interpretation during examination 
and limitations appearing In the specification but not recited in the claim are not read 
into the claim (See M.P.E.P. 21 1 1 [R-l]). 

Examiner has combined a new reference Baldwin et al as new primary reference 
which discloses that a storage area network (SAN) has a plurality of components 
including digital data processors, e.g., hosts, coupled to a plurality of storage device. 
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Comnnon, platform-independent processes execute on the hosts, which can be of varied 
platform types, e.g., Unix.TM., Windows.TM., Solaris, and so forth. Those processes 
utilize the command lines interface of the host operating system to invoke platform- 
dependent processes on the respective hosts. The platform-dependent processes 
return data to the platform-independent processes, e.g., via Standard Output or 
Standard Error of the host operating system command line interface (Baldwin abstract). 

Therefore these lines teaches data processing system having memory/storage 
devices, operating system e.g., Unix.TM., Windows.TM., Solaris, and so forth, and a 
command line interface to interact with the operating system. 

Davis discloses "testing to determine if said desired data has been deleted from 
said command line of said command line interface" and "if said desired data has been 
deleted from said command line of said command line interface" as system calls inside 
the UNIX operating system kernel and create hidden versions of files and directories 
which are deleted from the command-line using the "rm" command (see Col 3, Lines 9- 
20). 

Examiner interprets the deletion of file and directories from the command line 
using rm command as data being deleted from command line of said command line 
interface. 

Further Wilkerson teaches an automated recovery system. Therefore the 
combination of all the three reference teaches the claimed invention as a whole. 
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Further, it is unclear from claims that what happens if the desired data has not 
been deleted from the command line. If the desired data was not deleted then the 
recovery of said data would not take place. Based on this interpretation examiner would 
not need to address the automatic recovery limitation. 



Conclusion 

5. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from tlie 
examiner should be directed to USMAAN SAEED whose telephone number is 
(571)272-4046. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hosain Alam can be reached on (571)272-3978. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Usmaan Saeed 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit: 2166 



Hosain Alam 

Supervisory Patent Examiner 



US 

January 3, 2009 
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